In this article, we interpreted the alternative orientation of the small single copy (SSC) region in the plastomes of Artemesia frigida, Lactuca sativa and Nicotiana sylvestris relative to the other species in our analysis to be the result of inversion events. However, the SSC region has been shown to exist in two equimolar states within individual plants ( Palmer, 1983 ), and thus the variation documented in our analysis is likely due to within-individual (rather than among-species) variation. The orientation of the SSC region is not standardized in GenBank accessions, and we included only one plastome per taxon in our analysis, so we misinterpreted within-species (and more specifi cally, within-individual) variation as among-species variation. Although Liu et al. (2013) attempted to confi rm an inversion of the SSC region in Artemesia frigida using a PCR test, it has come to our attention that this test would also have mistaken the alternative states of the SSC region for inversion events. As a result of this realization, we would like to correct the conclusions in our paper that attributed the SSC variation observed among taxa to inversion events, rather than the likely correct explanation that this is due to alternative states of the SSC region within individual plants. Importantly, all conclusions of this study not associated with the orientation of the SSC region are not affected by this correction.
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This correction has the following impacts on the fi gures and tables in the manuscript: 
